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{ Requeat for Reconsideration of Pedected Bid ). B- 1926713,
Decexter &, 1978. 2 pp.

Declsion re: Howvard ¥. Rougqliton, I1X; by Robert FP. kKeller,
Acting Comptroller General,

Contact: Office of the General Counsel: Procursement law II.

Oorqanization Concerned: National Teleccamunications and
Information Administration.

Authority: =4 C,FP.R. 20, 56 Cosp. Gen., 875, B-Y90678 (1978)—
B-192604 (1978) .

An individual reguested reconsideraticn of tte
rejection of his bid as nonresponsive becagre it was not
accoapanied by a valid bid guarantee. ¥o new evidence
demonstrating errors in fact or lav was presented, and a reguest
for &z conference vas denicd since the matter can be promgptly
resolved without a confereuce., (RR3)
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Y\ THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

DECISION JOF THE UNITED BTATECS

a’,.a WASHINGION, D.C. 2RoLGAY
FILE: B-192673 DATE: Duecerber 0, 107¢
MATTER IOF': Howard W1, Roughton, IIl--Reconsidceralion
DIGEST:

1, Request for reconsideration is denied
where protester presents neither evidence
demonstrating any error of fact or law in
prior decision nor substantive information
not previously considered.

2. Request for conference on reconsideration
request is deniced where matter can be
promptly resolved without conference,

Howard W. Roughton ITI (Roughton) recquests that
we reconsider our decision in Howard W. Roughton, IIT,
B-192673, November 14, 1978, 78-2 CPD___, denying
Roughton's provest of the rejection of his bid urder
invitation for bids (IFB) NTIA 5-78 issued by thi: National
Telecommunications and Information Administration,
Department of Commerce.,

We hels that Roughton's bid was nonresponsive as
it was not ... companied by a valid bid guarantee, i.e.,
a check witlout endorsement by the payee did notl
constitute a firm commitment. Additionally, we held the
bid was properly rejected for failure to comply with
the requirements of F.deral Procurement Regulations §
1-10.204-2 providing that when a cashier's check is
furnished as the bid quarantec it shall be drawn to
the order of the appropriate Fedaral agency. Here the
cashier's check submitted with ‘che bid was only drawn
to the owrder of Howard W. Rougnton, III and not further
endorsed to the order of the appropriate agency.

In his request for reconsideration, Roughton re-
iterates the arguments originally put forth in his
protest, and does not present any evidence demonstrating
any error of fact or law in the originali decision nor
does he provide any substantive information not pre-
viously considered., We find, therefore, no basis for
reconsidering this matter. 4 C.F.P. § 20.9(2) ()978);
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B-192673

Murphy Pacific Marine Salvaqe Company--Reconsideratiosn,
I-190678, May 19, 1978, 7u-1 CrDh 306.

Roughton also requezty a conference in ronnection
with his reconsideration request., lowever, our Bid
Protest Procedures do not explicitly provide for con-
ferences under such circumstances. See 4 C.F.R. §
20.9 (1978)., .t is the intent of the procedures to
eficct "prompt resolution” cof reconsideratlion requests
and we believe a request for a conference should be
granted only where the mafter cannot be resolved without
a conference. This is not such a case., §See Kurz -
Kasch, Inc.--Reconsideration, B-192604, Octoher 31,
1978, 78-2 CPD 311; Internationcl Busina:ss Machines
Corp.--Reconaiderat1on, 56 Com2. Gen, 475 (1977), 11-2

cep 97.
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